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Claims 1 -1 6 are now pending in the present application. Claims 1-13 arc 
anicndcd. Claims 14-16 are added. Reconsideration of the clciims is rcspcctrully 
rcc|iicstcd. 

Amendments wore made to the specification to correct errors and to clarify ihe 
specification. No now matter h;is been added by ajiy of the amendments to the 
spccificalion, 

I. 35 US.C. § J 03. Obviousness 

The Office Action rejects claims 1, 2, 4-9 rtnd 12-13 under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as 
being unpatejitablc over Iloyle (US Patent No, 6,141,010) in view o£N^yen ct al (US 
Patent No. 6»202,070). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

A.^ to claims 1, 2, 4-9 and 12-13* the OfliCL*/ Action slates: 

As per claim 1, Hoyle discloses a method for maintaining 
soflwarc products implemented in a plurality offilcs in client computer 
systems (e.g. Fig. 3) located decentralized relative to at least one central 
soAvvarc ( e.g. ADM Sc^-vcr, Ad senders - Fig. 3) maintenance institution 
via a network they are connecled with, such method comprising: providing 
product information in the network system for making it available for said 
client systcnis (e.g. banner advertising — col, 8, Imes 36-46; demographic 
inforniaiion - col. 8, lines 53-60; updated hlneprint - col. 13, lines 48-63); 
the method characterized by : performing w software maintenance action 
from the client site by downloading the daia required for said nmintcnance 
from a set of repositories (e.g. database 44, Ad Servers 50 - Fig. 3; col. 8, 
lines 47-52; col. 1 6, lines 37''52 - Note: accessing rnore than one ad 
$e)^ers to reliieve ad banners is equivalent Lo more lhaji one repositories 
of banners; Fig. 13; col. 14, lines 17-26). 

But Hoyle docs not specify that dov/nloading is from a sequence of 
repositories, at least one dedicated for one particular cHent syslem, and at 
least one less dedicated for said client. Hoyle, however, discloses 
avoiding duplication and unique idcntiricti? (e.g. col. 20> lines 47-66; col. 
5, lines 26-34) and customizing according to the client local selling (e.g. 
col. 8, linos 55-63; col. 16, lines 9-23). Ngoyen, in a method to disliibutc 
software to customize a bill of material for target machines with database 
management lo eliminate duplicate analogous to the teaching as shown 
iibovc by Hoyle's download/upgrade method, discloses the use of master 
database and local database at the distribution/testing site in sequence 
prior to software storing in the target machines and DBMs transaction 
operable on unique identifiers (e.g. Fig, 1; col. 4, line 65 to coL 5, lino 8; 
col 5, line 39 to col. 6; software engineering group, local server database, 
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isolated database -line 37; col. 7, lines 22 60). II would have been 
obvious for one ofordinary skill in the art ;U the lime the invention was 
made to implement Iho set of repositories us Tnentionecl by Iloylc into a 
sequence of repositories (DBMs) in a globnl and local hierarchy basis a$ 
suggested by Nguyen, because tliis would use enforce duplicate exclusion 
from operating on higher level or global sollvvure list and more local or 
machine specific list so as to eliminate unucccssary or redundant ilcsm; and 
. also would prevent overhead for reconstruc ting of installable software list 
or configuration list at a more specify level of distribution hierarchy, as 
suggested by Nguyen. 

Oflkc Action, dated June 19,2003, Applicant respectfully disagrees, //oy/^f teaches fi 
method and appuRilus for providing an automatically upgradcable software application 
lliat displays targeted advertismg based upon demographics and user interaction with the 
couiputer. fhyle leaches a single repository of filrs, updated components 48, for a 
software product. Sec Hoyle, col. 8, line 64, to col. 9, line 1 1. As admitted in the Office 
Action, floyle fails to teach or suggest a scries of iq)ositories including at least one 
rcpositoiy dedicated for a given client system. 

Nguyen teaches a system for software disli ibulion in computer manufacturing 
which manages and distributes software from rclcnscby a software engineering group to 
installation at a remote manufacturing silo or testing facility. Nguyen teaches that each 
so ftware engineering group's database is merged into a single master database. The 
master database is then replicated to form duplicate master databases at various locations. 
Also, software is distributed from these databases lo local databases at the computer 
manufacturing sites and test facililies. The local databases will then be used for actual 
installation of the software onto personal computers. Sec Nguyen, col. 4, line 65, to co). 
5, line 9. In other words, Nguyen teaches a dislribnted database managenient system in 
whicli master databases arc replicated and ultimately distributed to local databases. 
ITowcvcr, the actuiil installation action comprises downloading software components 
only from the local database of the manufacturing site. 

Tn contradistinction, the present invention provides a software maintenance action 
cojnprising downloading data required for a software maintenance action from a 
sequence of repositories. Aceoixling lo the claimed invention, the sequence of 
repositories includes at least a top-level repository storing a set of files for the product 
and a local-level rqiository storing a ilrst subset of files for the product. The local-level 
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rq^osilory provides 111c5; that are specific for a given client system. Claim 1 , as amended, 
recites: 

1 . A nielhod for maintaining soHwarc products implemented in a 
plurality of files in client computer sysLem^j located decentralized relative 
to at least otic central software maintenance ijistitution wherein the client 
computer systems arc conticctable with the at least one central software 
maintenance insiilulion via a network, the method comprising the steps of: 
providing product inroimaLion for a product in the network system 
for making the product infonnation available for said plurality of client 
systems; and 

performing a software maintenance action for the product from a 
client site by downloading data required for said software maintenance 
action from a sequence of repositories, whtrein said sequence of 
rqiositorics includes at least atop-lcvcl rcjiository storing a set of files for 
the product and a local-level repository stciSng a first subset of files for Ihc 
product, wherein the first subset of files is .'^ipeciilc for a given client 
system. 

Neither fJoyle nor Ngityen teaches or suggests, ''pc rforming a software maintenance 
action for tlic product from a client site by downloading data required for said software 
maiiUenancc action from a sequence of repositories'^, wherein said sequence of 
repositories includes at least a top-Icvel repository storing a set of files for the product 
and a local-level repository storing a first subset ol" files for the product, wherein the first 
subset of files is specific for a given client system/' as recited in claim 1 . Since the 
references, taken alone or in combination, fail to teach or suggest each and every claim 
limilaljon, claim 1 cannot be rendered obvious by the proposed combination oflloyte and 
Nguyen, 

Independent claims 7 and 12 recite subject matter addressed above with respect to 
claim 1 nnd arc allowable for at least the same reas;ons addressed above. Since claims 2, 
4-6, 8, 9, 13. and new claims 14-16 depend from claims 1, 7, and 12, the same 
distinctions between Iloyle and Nguyen and the invention recited in claims 1, 7, and 12 
apply for tiicsc claims^ Additionally, claims 2, 4-0, S, 9, and 13-16 recite other additional 
combinaliojis of features not suggested by the references. Consequently, it is respectfully 
urged that the rejection of claims 1, 2, 4-9 and 12- J 3 is overcome. 

More particularly, claim 2 recites, 'Vhcreijj the sequence ofrepositorics includes 
a mid-lcvcl repository storing a second subset of files for the product, whcrcm the second 
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subset of files inchuies at least ono of a version u|rdale, a fix, and nation-specific files/' 
Neither Tloyle nor Nguyen Leaches or suggests ihc limitations recited in claim 2. Since 
the references, taken alone or in combination, fail Lo teach or suggest each and every 
cliiim limitatio]!, claim 2 cannot bo rendered obvious by the proposed combination of 
IJoylc ;ind Nguyen, Claims 9 and 13 recite subject matter addressed above with respect lo 
claim 2 and arc allowable for at least the same rea sons, 
Willi respect lo claim 4, the Office Action states: 

As per claim 4, Hoyle discloses ihc step of upgrading with 
gcrieraling of aii ij\put list downloadable from a server repository (e.g. 
updated bliteprlut « coK 1 3, lines 48-63; slop 256 - Fig. 1 4); generating a 
list of files present on the target client system and comparing of those lists 
(e,g, current blueprint - col. 20, lines 19-32); and downloading only files 
vvlitch are not yet i)resent in the target system (e.g. coL 20, lines 26-42). 

But Hoyle fails to specify that the downloadable input list is 
retrieved from at least two repositories. But in view of the combined 
teachings by Hoyle and Nguyen in addressing the use of a sequence of 
databases to improve the duplication elimination and overhead resource 
imparling as set forth in claim I, this limitalion herein would have been 
obvioas for the same rationale as set foith therein. 

Ofiicc Action, daled June 19, 2003. Applicant respectfully disagrees. As characterized 

in Ihe Office Action, Hoyle only teaches a single *1)luc print" for downloading files. 

Nguyen actually teaches away from tlic present invention, because Nguyen teaches an 

elimination of duplicates. A cited portion o{ Nguyen states: 

One of the features discloscil in this software 
distribution system is the use of a scries of databases to 
effect the elimination of duplicates. The system 
architecture is stiiictured in a manne r that eliminates 
duplicate sofiwarc releases by the vfirious engineering 
groups. Rach transfer of sollware fiom database ingest to 
distribution at the nianufiicturing in.itallation site, is utilized 
as an oppoitunity to discover and eliminate duplicate 
sofiwarc releases. 

Nguyen, coh 6, lines 10-18. Tlius, it is a goal otN$inyen for there to be only one release 
of any soflwure product in the local database oftho manufacturer. 

In contradistinction, the present invention encourages multiple releases, versions, 
fixes, and customizations to be present in the various levels of the repository hierarchy. 
The present invention recited in claim 4 allows a client system to select the appropriate 
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flics from ciich level of the repository hiertirchy to achieve a proper software version thiit 

is specific lo the client system. The references, taken alone or in combination, fail to 

leach or fairly suggest these limitations; therefore, claim 4 cannot be rendered obvious by 

i\ combination Q^Hoyle and Nguyen. New claim J 4 recites subject matter addressed 

above w^ilh respect Lo claim 4 and is allowable for Ihc same reasons. 

Further, with rosjoect to claim 6, the Office Action states: 

As per claim 6, Hoyle docs not explicitly disclose a look-aside 
procedure lo access iu a neighbor system niiiking it easier for mtcgrating 
the files in the target system but discloses ihe local pro-store of component 
files (s'lorage 30 -Vig, 2; col 14, lines 59-65) to alleviate unnecessary 
downloading of files from remote repositories. The look-aside procedure 
is implied by lloylc because the technique of storing in the non-remote 
environment ready files for use in integrating files into the target system is 
thus equivalent to the technique as to look-;iiiide for the jicarc$t system 
which would facilitate the retrieval of files as intended for the upgrade 
because look aside is analogous to not looking further in the remote 
repositories. 

Office Aclion, dated June 19, 2003. Apphcant respectfully disagrees, Hoyle only 
tenches storing files locally on the target system for later u.so. The claimed feature of the 
look-aside procedure is not analogous to rotrieving files locally. To the contrary, claim 6 
expressly recites, "integrating files into the target system which have been identified by a 
look-aside proccdum as residing in a neighbor sjstem." This limitation is neither 
taught nor implied in Hoyle. Nguyen fails to provi<le for the deficiencies of Hoyle, Since 
the references, taken alone or in combination, fail to teach or suggest each and every 
claim limitation, claim 6 cannot be rendered obvioiis by a combination of Hoyle and 
Ngityen. New claim 16 recites subject matter addressed above with respect to claim 6 
and is allowable for the same reasons. 

Tlierefore, the rejection of claims 1, 2, 4-9 and 12-13, under 35 U.S.C. § 103 is 
overcome. 

Claim 3 is rejected under 35 IJ.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hoyle, as 
ai^plied to claim 1, and furlher in view oWkanouc (US Patent No. 5,689,640). Apphcant 
notes that claim 1 is not rejected as being unpatentable over Hoyle alone. Therefore, a 
rejection of claim 3 as being unpatentable over Hoyle in view of Okanoue is improper 
and should be withdrawn. 
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As to chiim 3, the OfTice Action states: 

As per claim 3, Iloylc does not diiitiilose a fall back la an older 
prognun version by innctivatc the newer vc-rsion and activating the older 
version but teaches download and activatit)n of downloaded components 
into the application (e.g. col. 14, lines 17-27). The upgrade of a software 
component followed by it aclivalion and dolermination as to whether such 
aclivatioii is successful is a well-known concept in soHwarc upgrade, as 
evidence by Okanouc, who discloses, in a network service to update files 
to a plurality of target nodes, a backup copy of the original file reverted to 
being active if the downloaded update file fails of to activate successfully 
(col. 1, line 55 to coL 2, line 4; cntover/roilback - Fig, 8). It would have 
been obvious for one of ordinary skill in tho art at the lime the invention 
was made to include the rollback step as suggested by Okanoue to the 
activation process by Hoylc to use the downloaded files because this 
would immediately and easily restore the f^^iling system, should it 
encounters problems in activaiing the upgn^de software file, to its 
functional stale witliout cxlrcincons clean-up operations or costly operating 
system complications by reactivating the original backup copy with its 
inherent machine state, 

Office Action, dated June 19, 2003. Applicant resiicctfully disagrees. Claim 3 is 
allowable at least by virtue of its dependency on claim 2. Okanoue fails to jnake up for 
(he deficiencies oUloyJe and Nguyen. Therefore, Ihc prior art as a whole fails to teach or 
suggest each and every claim limitatioji. As such, claim 3 cannot be rendered obvioius by 
a combination of lloyle and O/canbue, even as conU^ined with Nguyen, Tlierefore, the 
rejection ofclaim 3 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 is overcome. 

Claims 10- J I cire rejected under 35 U,S.C 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
I/oyle atid Ngi/yen, as applied to claim 9, and further in view o[ Nixon etal (US 
Publicatioji No. 2003/0004952). Claim 10 is amended to be consistent with claims 6 and 
16; therefore, claim 10 is allowable for tlic same rensons. Claim 1 1 is allowable at least 
by virtue of its dependency on claim 7. NLxon fails to make up for the deficiencies of 
Hoylo and Nguyen, Therefore, the prior art as a whole Auls to teach or suggest each and 
every claim limitation. As such, claim 1 1 cannot b.j rendered obvious by a combination 
ofJ/oyle, Okauoiic, aixdNLxon. Therefore, the rejection of claims 10 and 11 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103 is overcome. 
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IT. Cjuiclusion 

It is respectfully urged lluit the subject apiilication is patentable over the prior an 
of record and in now in condition for allowance. 

TJio fixaniiner is invited lo call the undcrsiijacd at the below-listed telephone 
niunber if in Iho opinion of the Examiner such a telephone conference would expedite or 
aid the prosecution and cxaniinfUion of this appHc;rlion. 



Respccirully sabmittcd, 




RECEIVED 
^ CENTRAL FAX CENTeR 



StqiJl^.-n R. Tkacs 
Reg. Nfo. 46,430 SEP 2 2 2003 

Carsicns, Yee & Cahoon, LLP 
P.O. l iox 802334 
Dallas, TX 75380 
(972) 367-2001 
Agent for Applicants 
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